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INTRODUCTION

-D-roblem Statement

Planning security measures to prevent loss of library materials

can only be informed if the extent of such loss is known. The extent

of lossellop to theft of books and bound Journals from the Main Stack

of the D Library is not known. The last complete inventory took .

place during the 1940's, and even the results of that inventory are

no longer available.

Prior to this projects there have been three sources 40.$ infor-

mation on book loss in the main stacks: a Service Survey conducted

-by the (then) Loan Department in 1969, a small trial stack inven-

tory conducted in 1972, and the ongoing work of the Acquisition

pepextment in replacing lost books.

The results of the 1972 inventory, carried out informally to

develop cost estimates for a full inventory, were never reported

in detail The 1969 survey took every request for Loan Stack,

material over one academic quarter and determined why each unfilled

request was no filled; the results appear in tabular form in

Appendix A. These results parallel those of this project to

some extent. However, the 1969 Service Survey was a comprehensive

study of items demanded; this project considerS a random sample'

of all theoretically available items.,

1. The unreported loss rate ranged from 1.5% to 3.3% in the areas studied.
These percentages are not directly comparable to those in the current project.



The Acquisition Department searches materials reported

missing from the Main Stacks; such reports come only after a

series of four thorough searches. After the final search,

selectors may choose to replace or withdraw the missing items.

The following table shows recent results of this process, given

an estimate of $20.00 per lost item (which does not include the

cost of processing):

Oct-Jan
1973-74

Jul-Jun
1974-75

Jul-Jun
1975-76

NUmber of replacements ordered 928 1,369 4543

Number of copies withdrawn 355 391 499

Total of missing items 1,283 1,760 1,842

Estimated loss $25,660 $35,200 $36,840

Opinions, in and out of the Circulation Department, vary

greatly as to the amount of loss due to theft. 2
This project

attempts to estimate 4at loss, Ind provides a methodology for

making a meaningful estimate of loss rate. A search of current

literature did not provide a sound methodology for measuring

loss rate; thus, this project provides a small breakthrough in

estimating rate of book losse§,

41

c

2. Here and .throughout this report, losses not otherwise explainable are
assumed to represent theft.



Background

The Librarian's Office requested a proposal in late spring

1976 for measurement of theft rate from the Main Stacks. This

proposal, prepared by the-C3 .culation Department and Library
3Systems Office, was accepted. Lack of time and money prevented

completion of the full project as proposed.

Data was gathered in June 1976, continuing into the summer.

Results were coded and converted to machine-readable form, and

analysis continued into fall and winter 1976.

The project included a full volume count of Main Stack hold-

ings, a full inventory of portions of "D" class (History), and

three sample inventories of the Main collection. Methods used

are described in the next section. Variations from the project

proposal are those of scale and resulted from lack of time and

money.

3. The proposal is included as Appendix B.



Setting

The Main Library collection is divided between a nine-tier

stack ("Main Stacks") on thr Berkeley campus and a remote storage

facility ("ICLF(N)", or Inter-Campus Library Facility (North)) in

Richmond, California. Faculty, graduate students, and some Tiniv-

ersity staff and undergraduates have access to the stack: all

other patrons request materials, which are paged for them.

Most books are charged at the stack exit (between 665 and

80% of all circulation). While briefcases, large bags, and

packs are checked at this point, there is no electronic secur-

ity system to detect concealed books. All other exits from

the main stacks either have fire alarms or require passing through

staff work areas.

-4-
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METHODOLOGY

Volume Count

The purpose of th$2 volume count 4ts to learn the mirx- of the

collection, expressed in physical volumes. While siv.e tables are
maintained for the collection, the most recent physical count of
the Loan Department collection toolplace in 1972. Differences in
definitions and problems in data collection raise doubts as to the
long-term accuracy of the volume count without redoing the actual,
physical, count.

The proposal calls for two full counts, one in May-June 1976
and another a year later. The second count is not part of this
project but would provide data on loss during fiscal 1976/77.

The method used to determine the actual volumes in each LC
classification (A,B,C, etc.) was similar to that used in 1970 and
1972:

1. Physical volumes in the class were counted: on the normal
shelves, book return and stack shift shelves, hold and
recall shelves, and bindery shelf;

2. Immediately after this count, charge cards for the class
were machine-counted;

3. The Loan Department ICLF(N) shelflist was counted for the
class

The data from the ICLF(N) count, the -stack count, and the tally of
items from the machine count of-the charge cards were then added
together. Charge cards were counted immediately after completing
the physical counting, to minimize the possibility of duplicate
counting. However, the file count does include branch holdings.
of Circulation Department books.

The results of these counts are given in the next chapter.

is part of the project will only help in assessing loss
rate if he second count, in May-June 1977, is done. The count
should be accurate within 3%, assuming normal clerical error. -

-5-.
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D Inventory

kik

Since there wat not tie:4! or money to inventory the full D

classification, the firt:t three :,.ubclasses (D, DA, and DS) were

inventoried, with the heavily-used subclass DT added; IOHSCS in

subclass DT were expected to be large.

The inventory began with a comparison of the shelf list

with materials on shelf or in the circulation file. The step-

by-step process for each title follows:

1. Check the shelving location. If all vol,pmes are present,
proceed to the next title. If not, write the call number
on a 3x5 slip.

2. Check the slips against the following locations, discarding
slips as items are found:
a. The circulation and ICLF(N) files;
b. The hold and return shelves;
c. Recheck the shelving location.

3. Recheck the remaining slips in the shelf list. Fill out

ill

search forms for remaining slips, and r ord the items
as missing.

This process was followed for monographs and serials. Dead

serials, those showing complete holdings and lacking the statements

below,_ were treated as multi-volume monographs. Otherwise, serials

were identified for this inventory by the presence of one or more

ofthese statements on the shelf list card:

For issues not recorded here inquire at Periodical Desk
[or Documents Department]

Information about holdings available at Periodical Desk'

For volumes in Library see Author Catalog

Holdings for these serials were determined from Serials Depart-

ment rotary files, dead files, and microfiche, Documents Department

-6-



arra and rotary fiir!., and the C,:atal(q.: 14pnrtMvnt'% Central

Serial Rtcord (C pit). It wa:. not alway% poti,t.l to Ortrtn!te thi

number of bound vo1-14. R;.= nr-t 7:hrYw

Utv: bound.

Thi ?. method ,r comi,arinv liNt record?. with actual

holdinwi r*.rortinv of twit typ,

1) volumes are I!-.ted in the nhelf lint but _,;74: from their
place in the colIection and not accounted for in the circu-
lation Mr..:

2) volumes are Present on the Nhclf but not linted In the shelf
list as being hart of the collection.

The fir!:t problem could rlillt from

1) voliocs arc nisshelved in the stacks;

2) volumes, arc misshelved in a branch library:

3) shelf list lids are misfiled;

4) shelf list cards contain incorrect, call numbers;

5) shelf list records have nOt been updated to reflect trannfers:

6) volumes have been stolen.
4

The second problem couid result from, three

1) the volume is mislabelled;

2) the shelf list cards are misfiled;

3) the volume'&cs not belong in the Loan Stacks.

As problems were uncovered in the inventory they wert dealt

with and, in some cas*s, counted; the results are tabulftted. The

inventory and first search was completed and tabulated by 0c,tober

1976; a second search of missing volumes was completed by February

1977. Results are shown in the next chapter.

4. Again: -stolen" is used to cover any unexplainable loss or absence.

-7-
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Sample Inventories: A. Drawing the Sample,:

Three inrntorirn werr math, 0 N.Loan l:tack matrrialh, buht:d

rame.rTr. 4Aulltile o the f,h4*If lifts: and or eardn net .rrt-Tiird

into the nhrlr liht or rrmovrd frwr the hhrlf 117.t. for procrh:.ing.

material,: into ntrrace.

The firwt -;ample war. taken from data.collrctd by the

tute ot Library Reherach for u %tudy reported by Charlrh P. Bourne,
report iiiimber ILR 75-00C. Data for Chc Convcrzlor of LICVC.5-:

Catalog Card Recordi necl MALI:Inv PrAda!,10- Form (VCVC:1-: Convcrion Plann.ing),

January 197(,.

UCUCS-2 consists of cards for all cataloging on the nine UC campuses
from 19(.,E tee 19'2. These cards were sent to the Univertity-wide Library
Automation Pro2ect. !LP drew a stratified random sample of those
cards, and photocopied the selected 3x5" cards on S 1/: x 11" sheets.
three cards to a sheet, with coding forms alongside.

For this study, copies of the ILR sheets were obtained. The card
images for Berkeley records without branch shelving locations -
520 out of the 1134 Berkeley records - were cat from the sheets
and attached to the search form used for all three Inventories. The
actual inventory and search was performed identiCally to the other
two.

The other two inventories used stratified random samples from
the Loan Stack shelf lint (and other cards as noted above).

To Ottain a stratified random sample, it is first necessary to decide
on 4 desired confidence level and interval 5 and determine the size of
the universe from which the sample will be drawn.

The size of the universe - the cards in the shelf list - was deter-
mined by compressing and measuring cards, taking 100 cards per inch
as a standard. [!:easurements were done in centimeters and converted.)6
Guide cards were counted and subtracted fpm the total:

total cm x 100
- number of guide cards2.54 cm/inch

26,673.5cm x 100
2.54 13,447

number of cards

number of cards

1,050,138 - 13,447 = 1,036,691 cards

A confidence level of 95% with an intetval of 'It was desired;
this requires a sample of 2200 items. Dividing the total number
of cards (including guide cards) by 2200 gives 477; thus, every
477th card should be drawn. This number was converted to a length
in centimeters for ease in actual selection.

S. Binomial distribution is assumed: an item is lost, or it is not.
6. The Catalog Maintenance Unit, which measures in centimeters. made a

major shift of the cards in the shelf list based on data collected for
this study.
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f

Total number of cards (including _aide cards] every Nth card
Sample size,hteded to be drawn

1,050,138
2200

N, as in every Nth card to be-drawn
Cards per centimeter

477
38

ry

477

= distance between samples

12.6 cm

Since it proved to be faster to use a pre-cut measuring instrument
thanito measure using a standard ruler,,1/4" x 1/4" wooden rods were
cuilto a length slightly less than 12.6 cmito assure.a sufficiently
large sample].

A random point was selected in the first drawer of each of the 16
cabinets housing the Loan Stack shelf list; a card was drawn every
12.6 cm from that position. This process was done twice to obtain
the two samples.

While each shelf list card may not represent a single title, the
method.used.will be successful even if such afalse assumption is
made. When a card .was drawn representing more than one volume, all
volumes represented were inventoried; when a drawn card was part of
a set, all cardsin the set were considered as a single card.

Search forms were made by photOcopying the pulled cards on a machine
with the master searching form in position. An example of this form
is shown on page

Two methods were'used. When -the library was closed to the public,
a photocopier was moved to the area of the shelf list. Rods were
removed from each drawer. The card at everj- 12.6cm interval was set
on its side, removed, and copied. The verso was examined and photo-
copied if necessary; if the card was part of a set, all cards in the
set were copied, and the copies were stapled together. Cards and
rods were then replaced, and the drawers returned to the cabinets.
Two people removed the drawers, pulled the rods, measured,-and raised
the cards. A third person pulled the cards, leaving markers, and photo-
copied them, then returned the cards to the drawers. After a drawer
was completed, the first two people returned it to the cabinet.

When the library was open,.a similar method was used, except that
cards were removed and replaced by yellow markers. Cards were then
taken to a photocopier in anothed part of the building, photocopied,
and refiled under supervision. This method-should be avoided-if poss-
ible: it takes about three times as much labor. Multi-sard sets,also
pose more of a problem when working away from the shelf list. If poss-
ible, a copy machine should be moved to the shelf list during the time
required to copy the sample.

Cards not yet filed into the shelf list, and Cards removed to process
materials into storage, were also sampled by the second method above.

-9-
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Sg\ mple Inventories: B. Taking the Inventory

Search forms were analyzed to determine the information for,

-sections.A, B,_C and D (see page 10). The nUmBtr of physical vol-

umes was determined from-the shelf list card for monographs, and

additional copies were included. Serial holding were checked in

the CSR and rotary fides. EngliTA / non-English was checked. Box

-

was filled in during the inventory using the following, method:

The correct shelf location for each call number was identified. The
number of misshelved"volumes within half a shelf on either side of

, that location was determined and noted; out-of-sequence volume or
copy--nlimbers were not counted as n.sshelving. This process of checking
the accuracy on either side of the proper location was also followed for
items.known to be in ICLF(N), working from the locations the items
would be in if they had not been stored.

Search forms were sorted by-call nutber, arranged by shelving

tier, and grouped into packets of 15-25 titles. Packets were taken

through the entire search process as units, in the order noted on

the form.. Searchers noted the location of each volume or copy,
/and the missheIving count for each title, as the search was per-

formed. Only the misshelving count was done for items knawn (by

a stamped number on the shelf list card) to be in ICLF(N).

Missing voluMes were searched a second'time, several months

later, _a third"search was done. Bence searching was complete, the

data were-coded for further analysis.

16



Sample Inventories: C. The Collection Model
1041'

A model of the collec-tion was developed to determine the

e5ctent of book loss due to theft..." This, model is based on one

created in 1973 f9r use in a university library setting and used

in 1975 for theMoffitt theft study.,_The model assumes that the

iotal number of volumeS in, the Loan Stack collection, LS, is a

function of-those volumes Identified by their relative locations

at a,point in time:

Ls ir f(13, M, c; I, 3, L) where

B = number of volumes on shelves incorrect locations

= number of volumes misshelved,

= number of volumes. checked Out to patrons or known to be missing
(as represented by dummy charge cards). riles joVered for this
element are charge routing, daily activity, and old faculty...

= number of.vOlumes in use w.ithie library and not checked out

= number of volumes stolen

R = number of volumes in storage at Richmond [ICLF(N)]

L = number of volumes in sorting areas, hold and bindery shelves'

The function is a linear expression:

LS = B #'M +C-F.I4S+R4 L

The second and third searches serve to minimize element 1, and

it was treated as effectively equal to zero. The usefulness of

additional searches has .been reported by.Niland & Karth (CRL,Mr 15 '76).

The Statistical Package for the Social Scienbes (SPSS) was used,

running on,a CDC 6400 ,computer. The code book in appendix Cis a

complete record of -the format and variable definitAms used. The

three sample inventories are coded as subfiles in the SPSS system-



file created for the analysis. The file is written on a seven track

. tape. For an understanding of the SPSS system, the reader is direc-

ted to two manuals? .

t

7. Klecka, William R. et. al., SPSS Primer. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975.
Nie, Norman H. et, al., Statistical'Package for the Social Sciences, 2nd
edition, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975.

f.

-13-
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Troject Management

The prOjeCt was managed by Kenneth Legg and Neal Kaske, with

-Kenneth Legg-being responsible-for e "D" inventory and stack

count, Neal Kaske being respo b = for the sample inventories,

data analysis, and p4oject report.

Ad&nce planning was limited by time prob ems. Funds for

personnel were to be expendediby the end of Ju
I

1976 (the end

of- the fiscal yelii'); 95%.of the labor costs were incurred by the

end of-June. The other 5% was funded from Systems and Circula-

tion Department GA funds% 'A projeCt calendir is provided on the

next page.

The project managers had no model to follow for this study,

and had not done 0 project of this size and complexity; inevitably,

there were unforeseen delays. Significant delays were caused by

the lack of full serials holding records,, the problem of identi--

Eying materials without shelf list cards, and first-time. use of
/

the SPSS computer system.

Most personnel used in the project were part-time student

employees working for Main Library departments or branches. A

few people hired directly for the project worked on the stack

count:-. TheicreW was motivated, y the nature of the project and

concerned-about the problem. So e of the students were finishing

MLSdegrees and were-interested in research. New people/ive,re not

hired and 'tralned for the project due,to 1)1aCk of time, 2)avail-1

ability of trained rrsonnel wishing extra work, and 3) the depth

of- bibliographic knowlete of available :student employees.
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0
0
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0
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Report of

Initial Search

Second Search Data Collection

Report of

Sec Search

Major Dat

Collectio

Data Collection

Completed

Data Coded and

Put iVit0 Machine

Readable Form

.e%

SPSS Analysis OfrData

Personnel Recruitin

Personnel Trained

Preliminary

Report Written

Report Written

Report Updated

Report

Edited
Report

Typed'
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The "D" Inventory

This portion of the study was initially'led by a Library

Assistant, but was completed by a Student Library Employee

(SLE), who drafted a report giving the exact methodology.

The Stack Count

Five Student Library Employees counted volumes in the

stacks; one SLE worked on the ICLP(N) file. The six SLE's

were supervised by a Libt-ary Atsistant from Circulation

Department.

t

The Sample Inventories

More than twenty-people took part in this portion of the

study. Three crews pulled, photocopied, checked the search

forms, and refiled the shelf list cards. Another crew searched

materials in the stacks, and a final crew searched the circu-

lation files. These crews were supervised by Laura Spurrier,

a Library Assistant in the Graduate Social Science Library
/

22



Costs

AV
Costs are estimated below. Some of the project personnel

were not paid with money allocated for the study, as the indiv-'

iduals were-already working full time for the Library: changing

them to the.project payroll would have only added to the work-

load of the Library Business Office.

Computer costs would probably be lower for a second, syllar,

project, since there iS.now a base of-knowledge on efficient use

of the S S system.

Manage nt casts, and.overhead are not. included in these

figures.

Personnel

D Inventory

Stack Count

Sample Inventories

$1,390.90

826.07

2781.80

Hours

430

255

860

Subtotal... $4,998.77 1545

Computer costs

Keypunching $225.50

Computer time $400.00

Subtotal $625.50

Estimated Total $5,624.27

-17-



RESULTS

Volume Count

All volumes in the Loan Stack or charged out were counted

during May-June 1976; the ICLF(N) shelf list for Loan Stack items t

stored was read. This count,shows that 1,759,447 volumes were

held by Circulation Department as of June 1976. The breakdown

by LC classification and other major classifications of the Loan

Stack collection is shown on the following page.

This volume count is only useful for assessing theft rate

if a second volume count is made during May-June 1977. It is

interesting, however, to compare this count with the official

Size Tables, which repOrt the Loan Stack collection at 1,963,945

volumes on June 30', 1976. Thislis 204,498 volumes or 10.4% more

than the number shown in the count. 8,

The difference between the two figures may be the result of

any or all of these factors:

a) clerical error in preparing either figure or both;

b) changes in method of counting and recording data;

c) theft and other unrecorded loss of material.

There are some volumes left out of the volume count:

"items removed.for technical procesing,'for photocopy, in carrels,

and on tables,--The total of these three is thought to be very low,

perhaps a thouand. While volumes may.have been miscounted, the

clerical error should nat be more than 3%.

8. The 1972 study, Current Holdings in the Loan Department, second
edition, 1972, Berkeley: General Library, University of California
(limited distribution) also showed a volume count significantly
lower than the official Size Tables. That total was 1,550,548;
naturally, the collection has grown in four years.



Volume Count

LC Class Volumes Counted % of LC % of Total
Collection Loan Stack Collection

1

A 131,846

B 102,711

C 14,016

D 243,948

E 25,645

F 48,741

G 30,192

H 163,867

J 42,089

K 4,199

L 37,270

N 75,844

P 255,636

Q 70,790

R 71

S 25,548

T 65,172

U 12,395

V 6,138

Z 14,830

Total LC 1,370,948

Other Classes

308t 26,741

600 6,216

700 42,393

800 51,900

900 90,254

TCP
9

81,079

Block Store 89,916

Total 1,759,447

9.02% 7.49%

7.49 5.84

1.02 .80

17.79 13.87

1.87 1.46
-13.56 2.77

2.20 1.72

11.96 9.31

3.07 2.39

.31 .24

2.72 2.12

5.53 4.31
r

18.65 14.53

5.16 4.02

.01 .01

1.86 1.45

4.75 3.70

.90 .70

.45 .35

1.08 i .84

100.00*

1.52%

.35

2.41

2.95

5.13

4.61

5.11

100.00%

9. Includes X-480's and all TCP designation except those block-stored

in ICLF(N)

-19- -2o,



Data obtained in the shelfIist measurements also support the

lower figure. The method used there -is less accurate than an actual

count of volumes. The results, converted to volumes:

(1,036,691 card)
1.1 cards/title x 8 volumes/title) = 1,69C0-103 volumes

The D inventory showed 453 monograph titles in the stacks

without -shelf list cards, or 0.87°; extra volumes of serials would

also not ad4rcards to the shelf list. Taking this percentage

over the entire collection,

1,696,403 vol. x .0087 14,759 additional volumes,

giving a totaf 1,711,262 volumes: only 2.74% different from

the 1,759,44741umes of the stack count.

This report cannot explain the difference between the Size

Tables and actual volume counts. Additional research should be

conducted td resolve the difference and obtain a true count for

the collection.

-20-
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D -Inventory

Since the collection size for the four D subclasses.(D, DA,

DB, DT) was not known and time did not allow a fall reading of

the shelf list, the "compressed cards" method used for the Sample

Inventories was also used to estimate the D subclass holdings. This

information is.necessary to assess rate of. loss..

-Ten random samples of 100 cards each were taken in each of

# the tour subclapses and ,counted to determine the card to title

ratio:, this was found to'be 1.11 cards per title. The sample

inventories produted-volupe to title ratios of 1.28 to 1 for mono-

graphs and 11.37 to 1 for serials. These figures allowed calcu-

lation of estimated size for the LC subclasses, as shown in Figure

1, which also shows approximate losses from beach section.

Serials as defined for this study were counted directly.

Monggraphs were "not counted directly, but 'their number can be

estimat d by subtracting serial holdingS from the subclass totals.

Figure 1 shpws the results of the initial search process,

completed in October 1976. Figure 2 combines the missing figures

for the initial search with the results of the second search,

completed in February'1977; to arrive at overall loss rates. Note
.

that the overall loss rate was lowered by 0.86% as a result of the

second search. The overall loss rate was 1.56%, with a range from

1.06% for the DA's to 2.38% for the DT's.

-21-
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A

MbnograPhs ,Estimateik.

total number

,of cards

\

B C D E P G

Estimated Counted Estimated Estimated Physical Estimated

total titles Serial Titles number of number of number of percentage

(1.11) Monograph . Monograph Volumes missing

cards/titles, titles Volumes; missing GEiF
8'. A; 1.11 D B - C ,1.28 m Volumes

to titles

E D(1.28)

D 22,862 20,596 436 '20,160 25,805 549 2.13

'DA 13,909 12,531 132 12,394 15,871 276 1.14

,

1.,

1DB 5,012 4,515 44 , 4 331 5,544 173 3,12 N

,

DT 10,386

Total 52

i.

9,357 341 9,016 11,540 42 3.67

11

46,999 1,093 45,906 58,760 1,422 2.42,

Estimated Mrograph Losses and Collection Size

Figure 1

2S



'Monographs Estimated

number of

monographs

volumes

Monograph's

missing after

initial search.

(October 1976)

Percentage

missing after

initial search

(016ber 1976)

Monographs

missing after

second search

(February 1977)

Percentage

missing after

second search

(February 1977)

D 25,805 549 2.13 376 1.46

DA 15,871 276 1.74 169 1.06

\\

DB, 5,544 173 1 3.12 94 1.70

DT 11,540 424 3.67 275 2.8

Total 58,760 1,411 2.42 914 1.56

SO

Level of Monograph Losses after First and Second Searchs

Figure 2



ti

'These figures cover volumes in.the shelf list but not locatable.

Volumes found on the shelf without shelf list records are considered

below.

Misfiled shelf list cards, refiled during the inventory, accoun-

ted for 135 of the problem volumes, or 0.25% of th inventory. This

left 435 titles, 10..9F%of the total studied. 268 of ese were found

in the Official shelf list (Figure 3).

Subclass: D DA DB DT Total
Num/EY.: 99 53 29, 87

269
Figure 3: Monograph titles with Official shelf,list cards but

without Loan Stack shelf list cards

This left 185 titles with no shelf list representation:

Subclass: D DA DB DT Total
Number: 95 51 7 32 185

Figure 4: Monograph titles with no shelf list represeiitation

fihese were studied in 'detail: the titles were checked in the

Main Author/Title catalog,- and the call-ntimber on card, book, and
,inside the book.were compared. This.produc60 the following results:

Subclass:' D DA DB '1 DT Total
Number: 37 9 4 7 57

Figure 5.: Titles with incorrect call numbers inside'and'on the spine'

Number: 25 8 1 11 45

Figure 6: Titles with incorrect call numbers on the spine only

Number: 3 2 3 8

Figure 7: Titles not listed in the Main Author/Title Catalog
,

Number: 1 - 1 - 2

_Figure 8: Titles with temporary cards in the Author/Title Catalog,
without current call numbers

NAtgber: 1 1 - - 2

Figure 9: Titles recorded only in the Main Author/Title Catalog,
with matching call numbers.
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Subclass:
Number:

D . DA DB
8 7

DT
3

Total
18

Figure 10: Volumes which were missing from the shelf when additional'
checking was attempted.

Additionally, 53 volumes had difficulties resolved during

the checking process; complete data are not available for this

group. Approximately 32 of these titles were withdrawn from the

collection; 8 belonged to other-departments.

Overall percentages for titles lacking shelf list cards

are shown in Figure 11. Figure 12 shows estimated figures 46r

incorrectly labelled volumes, but this is only estimated.(The

overall estimate for mislabelling translates to 22 mislabe 4d

volumes out of every 10,000 volumes i1 the collection).

Subclass Estimated-total Monograph titles
titles with Official, w/o
(monographs) Loan staa _shelf list

cards-

Monograph titles
without'Official
or Loan Stack shelf
list cards

,* #

D 20,-596 99: 0.48% 9s o.2.4

DA 12,531 53 0.42% 51 0.41%

DB 4,515 29 7 0.16%

DT 9,357 87 6.93% 32 0.34%

Total 46,999 268 0.57% 185 0.39%

Figure 11: Titles lacking shelf list cares

Subcrags Estimated total Mislabelled monograph titles

D 20,596 62 0.30%

DA 12,531 17. 0.14%

DB 4,515 -5 0.11%

DT; 9,357 18 0.19%

Total 46,999 102 0.22%

Figure 12: Mislabelled monographs



As noted earlier, it was not possible to determine the number

of bould volumes properly contained in the collection for all ser-

ials. At the end of the initial search, there were some titles for

which the records showed more bound volumes than could be located;

these titles were reported as having missing volumes, A number of

titles also showed volumes present on the shelves which were -not

recorded as bound. The figures ('3 and 14) show titles; not volumes,

because records available do not always report the number of physical

volumes.

Figure 13: Titles for which volumes are recorded as bound but found missing
at the end of each search

Subclass Number ofi7erial titles Number of titles involved
Initial search .Second search

,

D 436( 69 15.82% 52 11.93%

DA 132 27 20.45% 21 15.91%

DB 184 16 8.64% 10 ' 5.43%

DT 341 36 10.56% 32 9.34%
_

Tot,1-" ' 1,093 148 13.54% 115 10:52%

Figure 14: Titles with volumes not recorded as bound but present on the shelves

Subclass Number of'serial titles Number of titles involved

D 436 54 12.38%

DA 132 30, 22.73%

DB 184 23 12.50%

DT 341 57 16.72% J

Total ,093 164 15.00%
1

These, figures show that over 10% of the serial titles studied

have volumes'missing or improperly recorded, and fifteen percent

have incorrect holdings records.



These results do not indicate the percentage of volumes'

missing from the serial collection; given the available infor

mation, it was not possible to develop such figures. The results

do point to a problem o misleading and incorrect holdings state-

ments; this is a sizable problem, deserving further study.

In the course of testing a general-purpose selection program,

Systems Office was able to provide a count of the four subclasses.

as represente4 in the Serials Data Base. Not surprisingly, the

results showed a much greater numger of serials in. each subclass

than did the inventory. As noted on Page 6, the inventory took

a rather restricted view-of "serials" - and, conversely, many

multi-volume monographs are included'in'the Serials Data Base.

Figure 15 shows the number of serialtitles as defined i ,,the

inve4tory and as counted in. the Seria's Data Base.

Subclass
Number of titles as defined by the:
Inventory Serials Data Base

D "436 1,285
DA 132 42S
DB 18S 269
DT

-

341 711

Total 1,093 -4,371

Figure 15: Serial titles as defined and as counted

4 _27_
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Sample Inventories

Data collected from these inventori.es were analyzed using

the Statistical Package for the Social ScienceS (SPSS). For

each title in the samples, a set of variables was collected, as

listed in the matrix shown in figure 16. The matrix shows the

basic two-dimensional analyses performed using these variables.

Each variable is mnemonically coded on the matrix; full defini-.

tions will be found in Appendix C, the LOAD Code Book to the

SPSS file. Additiona analyses, which cannot be easily depicted

on the matrix, are explained later.

The analyses were performed to determine patterns, if any,

in the items missing. Information produced may be useful to

other areas of library operations, for instance, storage decisions.

The level of missing books for thelthree samples ranges from

an estimated 2.07% to 4.33%. Sample sizes in titles and volumes with

confidence levels and intervals used are shown in figure 17. From

this figure it can be seen that, for one hundred trials of each

sample, the results would have been between 0.36% and 4.48% for

the ILR sample, between 0% and 1.16% for the LOAT1 sample, and

between 0% and 1.81% for the LOAT
2 sample 95 flies out of a hundred.

This assumes binomial distribution.

Missbeiving estimates for the three samples range from 1.691,

to 1.91%, a variation which is within the confiderme interval.

The ILR sample shows a sharply higher level of missing books

the other two samples. This samPle-consists primarily of

newer titles. It is frequently postulated that most books are

-28-
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stolen in the first few years after acquisition. \It is also
sometimes said that theft is more of a problem today than it
was 30 years' ago.

A single study cannot really test the first assumption.
For a number of reasons, some mentioned below, the second ass-
umption is not directly testable at all. However, it is
pOisible to provide some evidence for one or both assumptions
by.sorting the data by publication date and into missing /
not missing groups. This was done only for monographs; since
.dates for serials were'not recorded on a volume-by-volume basis,
no such analysis could be performed.

Date of publication was recorded for all monographs, as was
date added to .the collection when available. This secor4 date
was frequently not available. While accession numbers were
assigned until 1955, accession books were not kept after 1912.
The practice of stamping the year cataloged did not become con-
sistent unti4he 1950's. Those &teals bearing both dates show
a strong direct correlation between date of publication and
date of accession; -therefore, analyses were run based on date
of publicatiOn.

These dates were grouped into twenty yeAi- blocks. The
results are shown in figures 18, 19, and 24. While missing
percentageS vary widely, there is a distinct increase in loss
for the last forty years. Most important is the loss level
for.1956-1976. After adjusting for Misshelving, the estimated
percentage is 2.41% for the ILR sample, 2.11% for LOAT1, and
2.20% for LOAT2.

If it can indeed be-assumed that materials are stolen while
relatively new, then fi4Fres 19 and 20 do support the assumption
of an 'upward trend of theft. igwever, theStudy could not take
into account volumes stolen many Years ago and long since replaced.
The misshelving factor must also be considered: If as is also
normally assumed, recakat books circulate far more actiVely,"they
will; tend to be misshelved more often. Taking these factors
into account, the upward trend may not be as clear as it appears
from the figures alone.

ani
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Sample
Semple Si:. Semple Sits Confidence

Confidence', Estimated Estimated bitimated Range of
in Titles in Volume Level (tbe Interval Percentage Perrentsge PtreVie PIT MIKnumber of

Missing
Misshelved Stolen Stolentimes. out of

(C F - F1 (C D)100 one ex-

'pas to

obtain the

snme results

ILR

LOAT
1

LOAT2

520

2,247

2,256

809 951 + 2.061 4.33
1.91 2.42 Q,3b to 4:

4,150 951 + 0.911 2.07, 1,82, 0.25 0.00 to 1.

3,947 951 + 0,941 2.56 1,69 0.85 0.00 to 1.

Estimated Levels of Missing Materials

Figure 17
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11 12 13 14 15 16 17' 18 19
Data

Group
1592-

1615.

1696-

1715

1816-

1835
1876- 1896- 1916- 1936-

1875
1956-

1976,

Number of

Physical

Volumes 463

Number of

Physical

Volumes

Missing

20

4,32

0.9 0,25 0.12 2.46

,E.**Cumulafive

Percentage of

Volumes Missng.

to and inclilding

this time period 4

18.33 5,90

* Time periods
with'no missing volumes were pmitted from this chart, The number of samples, howeverp were 9sed

in these calculitions

/
** E = All

volumes missing
through that date : All volumes sampled

through that date

41 / - Sample TLR

Figure 18 42



Time Periods* 1 1- 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Data Dates'

groups,

1592-

1615

1696-

111715

1796-

1815

146-

1835

1836-

1855 ,

1856-

1875

1876-

1895

1896-

1915

1916-

1935

1936-

1955

1956 -

1976

A. Number of -

Physical

Volumes

4

2

II

.

,

.

41

6 . 66

,

74

66 6 . II j

179 556 459 544

.I.MIE=OPIM

.17

788

: 31

3, Number of
.

Physical

Volumes

Missing i.

1.

I

p

.

.

..4%..

.

,

6

. 4

.

.

,

.. I t6.

.

1

.

7

ply 6

.

10

.

50,00

I
1

14.63 . ..2.70. .. 1.12... .1.26 2, 8

h

3,13 3.93

,

Total

volumes,.

in the

sample

0.02

....

P

.

.

0.14

. . ,.

I

,0.05

,,.., ...

I

0.05

.., .

0.17

" . ..

0.24

... , ,...

0.41

1

0.75

.

E, Cumulative

PercentageOf ..

Volumes MIssing.4.

to and including

this time period

,

.

50.00

.,.

1.64

.

.

.

2.86 2.23

.

,

.

1.71

,

.

,

.

1.86

.

2.19

,

..

".

2.68

.

* Time periodS with no missing volumes -10re'Omittedirom this chart, The number of simples? however? were usedin these calculitions

** E a All volumes missing through that date
.1,, all volumes sampled through that date

43
Sample LOAT 1.

, Figure '19 44



1615 .1715,

1816- 1836-

.1835 1855

1876- 1916-
1875

1936-

1955

1956-

Nuther of

Physical

Volumes

Number of

Physical

Volumes

Missing

16:67 .2.08 .3,57
_1,92 1.11 '1.75 3.89

1

Total

volumes:

in the

simple

E.**Cum4lative

I.
Percentage of

Volumes Missing ,up

to and inCluding.

this time period

0.03 0.03 0.05 0,13 0.10 0 0,20 0.13. 0,25 064

3.33

J.-

* Tine periods with do missing
volumes 'W.,ere.

omitted:from this chart% The number
of samplesvhowever, were used

in thise calculations

** E 2illvolumes
missing through that,date .1, all Volumes sampled. through that, date

45

Sample LOAT2,

Figure 20 46



A further analysis was performed, calculating the percentage

of each sample published during the last twenty years, and the

percentage of missing volumes published during the last twenty

years. The ILR sample is not shown here; since it represents

only items added to the collection since 1968, all loss must

have occurred during the last twenty years, and the very high

numbers are thus meaningless as historical Perspective.

Percentage published Percentage missing
1956-1976 published 1956-1976

.

LOAT1 A 18.98% 36:05%1
r,

LOAT
2

. 21.52% ( 32.67%

I

These figures also suggest that theft is a greater problem today.

than in the past. A-

`

This study cannot shoW the reasons for an increased theft rate,

if such an increase exists. It is possible ,to consider and, to Some
A:4

extent; eliminate one reason which has bben posited for increased

. theft. This-is the argument that there are more students, fewer

/ books per student, thus more theft. This may be a factor in some

institutions. However, Berkeley reached its full enrollment capac-

ity fourteen years ago. The chart on page 36 shows collection size,

student enrollment, and volumes per student for the last thirtyr

years. Given steady enrollment and increased acquisitions, there are

clearly more volumes, per student now than in the past. (This table

ts,does not relate directly to the other tables, sinc. full capacity

was only reached within the most recent 20-year peFiod).

4
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YEARS COLLECTION ENROLLMENT VOLUME PER.STUDENT

1945-6

6-7

7-8
p.

8-9

10142,230

1,291,926

1,422;547

1,506,004

19,496

29,525

29,424

30,182

58.59

43.76

48.35

49.90

49-50 1,539,612 30,200 ;50.98

50-1 1,614,404 22,346 48.76

1-2 1,674,078 18,843 62.07

2-3 i:728,761 18,075 71.40

3-4 1,793,460 17,363 76.07

'41-5 1,859,715 18'406 75.15

5-6 1,927,303 19,176 72.88

6-7 2,002,432 20,039 73,00
7-8 2,072,854 21,013 73,58

8-9 2,156,082 21,333 74.74

59-60 2,251,791 21,939 76..09

60-1 2,334,386 23,974 73.86

1,2 2,432,205 25,946 7179
2-3 2,549,6Q6 27,470 i(1.65

3-4 2,669,000 29,407 69.50

4-5 2,793,271 30,032 70,70

2,915,203 29,476 75.3G

6-7 3,046,498 29,417 78.84

7-8 3,183,043 28,8.03: 88,41

8-9 3,319,484 28,132 90.36

69-70 3,512,981 I 28,-088' 9238
70-1 3,663,070 28,525 101.30

1-2 3,791,670 27,712 104.17

2-3 3,908,535 28,483 ,107.65

3-4 4,038;398 -29,909 107.88

4-5 4,157,112 29,730 13.7.25

4,274,949
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The Dollar Value of the Losses:

If one makes the assumption that the level of loss due to theft

stays around 2%, what then is the dollar value of this loss per each

1,000 volumes added to the collection? With an estimated cost of $30.00

per volume ($15.00 for the volume and $15.00 for processing), a 2% loss

would cost $600.00 for each 1,000 books added. Assuming these losses all

come during the first year the book was available, that the no losses

occurred after that time, and that 40,000 volumes were being added

annually, the dollar loss each, year would be $24,000.00 ($600.00 x 40).

If the loss level was at 4% (the level of the ILR sample) the dollar

loss each year would be $48,000.00.
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L.
D ,A Sample of Expressed- nd:

The Cooperative Services Department,

load for the past three years: Within th

the number of items that they were unable

were missing. These data are presented i

November 1973 -' 1974-1975
June 1974

as kept reccvd. of its work

it records there.are data on

to locate because the materials

Figure ?11.

1975-1976 July -
December 1976

Total
Requestt 7,005 15,377
Processed

12,593 17,733

Total
Declared
Missing

. 97 371
4

221 166 -

Percentag
Missing 1.38 2.41 1.75 0.94

Cooperative Services Missing Books Data

Figure 7-1.

It must be noted that the Cooperative Services Department's data

represent materials requested by faculty and staff. The materials are

needed. It can be :called a samp1 of the expressed demand placed upon

the General Library for material's. The materials may or may not be

housed in the Main Stack collection.

The management staff of CooperatiVe Services estimates that 90% of

the materials they find declared missing are materials that are housed-

in in the Main Stack's collection. The staff also estimates that only 60%

of their meterials they dbtain.come from the Ma $tack collection.

With these two assumptions about Materials Coopera ve Services obtains

(90% of the declared missing are from Main Stacks and 60% of the materials

requested are housed in the Main Stacks) applied to the data collected by

-38-
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the Cooperative Services Department are.very similar to the ones for

both-the sample inventory and the "D" inventory. It is recommended that

the percentage be added to the Cooperatives Services,Department's

"Workload Statistics Report" because it seems to be a good estimation of

the losses as they relate to expressed demand; The added information

can be presented at little-or no additional costs to-the Library, too.

f--
November 1973 -
June 1974

1974-1975 1975 -1976 July -
December 1976

Total
Requests 7,005 15,377 12,593 17,733Processed

60% of total
Requests 4,203 9,226 7,556 10,640Processed
(.6 x 4) = B

-Total
Declared 97 371 221 166
Missing;

90% of total
-Declared
messing

83.3 33C.9 198.9 149.4

(.9 x C) = D

Estimated
Percentage
Missing 2.08 3.62 2.63 1.40
Making ithe
above-f'
assUmption
.(0 B)-= C

Estimated Theft Level of Materials Requested Through Cooperative Services

Figure 22

39
51



Collection Profile:

The sample inventory process rllected considerable data that

can provide information on things other than the level of theft. In

the process of search for each volume, its location was noted. With

these data, it is Possib,Xe to profile the collection as to the percen-

tage of the collection 1) in the stacks, 2) Nin circulation, 3) in

storage, and 4) missing from the collection. For each of these four

areas, the data are presented below in Figure 23.

Sample Percentage in Percentage in Percentage Percentage
the stacks Circulation in Storage Missing

ILR

LOAT1
1

LOAT2

£34.50

64.88

71.90

5.66

4.07

4.66

5.41

28.98

20.96

, 4.43

2.07

2.48

Collection Profile

Figure

These percentages all seem to reflect the expected real situation. For

example, it is expected that newer items would not be in storage. The

value for items in storage in the ILR sample (this sample is mainly new

materials -- last ten years) is 5.41%, where the average for the other

two samples is around 25.0%. The level for items in circulation_is lower

for the two larger samples because they are not of just current materials

-and the percentages for the levels of loss are also lower.- It is expected

that newer materials are used more and are more likely to be stolen.

Looking now to the other variables noted, the reader is directed to

three figures 24-26. These figures represent additional information

on the collection housed in the Main Stacks. The. information presented



requires careful study. No conclusions are made using this additional

information because it is out of "the scope of this report. The data,

however,.areAoelieved to: be a useful byproduct of this study. It is

hoped that the information can be used by collection managers in the

or areas of collection development...and storage selection.
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. This study was designed to determine the level of theft for

Imaterialg housed iltathe Loan Stack collection. The study was

divided into three major parts. The first, a volume count, requires

that two counts of the collection be made a year apart. One of the

li

counts was made within e project. It is recommended that the

second count be done in ay-June 1977, to provide further infor-

mation on loss levels.

In doing the second count, a number of changes should be made

in the methodology:

I. Data should be recorded in smaller units. The units used

in. Current Holdings the Loan Departm9nt will provide more infor-
..

mation
'd

provide a long-term picture.. of changes l.n the colledtion.

2 All tnitsshould be asked to return materials removed from

the collection but not checked out. .

3. The staff should be asked not to remove volumesifrom'the

Loan Stacks without charging them, during%the period of. the count.

TheSe changes should make the collection of data more' precise'.

Only when this recount is-done and the results are compared with the

Size*Tables can'conclusive judgements be made regarding this method

of loss measurement.

The second part of the study was an inventory of subclass "DA",

"D" and "DT." materials. On an average, 1.56%of the materials

in this area are missing and apparently stolen. By.subcliss, the
"'"

-percentage missing after a second search is:

-45,-

57-



D: 1.46 %; DA: 1.06%; DB: 1.70%; DT: 2.38%-
.

. It is recommended that the "D" inventory be completed, and that

a rolling inventory be tarried on as a normal task within the Circul-

ation Department. This process can uncover and take care of a wide

variety of bibliographic problems, thus increasing access to the

collection.

The third part of the study used sample inventories. Results

of these inventories show' that losses due to theft could range as

Idgh as 4.48%, depending on assumptions. While the moire likely
3

theft rate appears to be much lower,the study does shaow strong

Evidence of an increasing rate of theft.

It is recommended that materials dded within the last five'

_years and fully cataloged be studied to determine the level' of,theft.

Based on this study, it is believed t losses are greatest in this

area; Bald that losses may represent dollar value equal to or

. greater than the cost of additional security for the collection.

The study also'-gives much. additional information car"the condi

tion, use, and location af the collection. This information shoul
40
be useful for collection develoPment and storage. It is recomme

that the quality of serials hOldings records be studied-further, to

see how representative these records ara.of serials actually held.

This study provides Much information for management, iri the :

areas of security, bibliographic repreSentation, and collection

development. The data collected in the sample inventories are

Available in machine- readable form for otherS doing research 'on

the Loin Stack; the code bookis presented in- Appendix C.

-e
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Appendix B

-A DRAFT PROPOSAL TO MEASURE THE LEVEL
OF THEFT FROt1 THE MAIN STACKS OF THE DOE LIBRARY

by
Neal Kaske and Kenneth

A
Legg

Problem Statement:

At this time the level of loss of Library materials (books and journals)

is not known for the Main Stack of the Doe Library. The last complete inven-

tory was believed to have been done sometime during the 1940's. Currently: the

only substantiated information known about losses from this collection are pro-

vided by the reports produced as-a result of the work done by the Acquisition

Department in the area of replacements. A person in that department does a'

complete search for materials reported to be missing from the Main Stacks and

then contacts selectors regarding the question of reorder. This search by

the Acquisition Department cores after the. routine "search" process has been

completed by the Circulation Department, which is made up of four complete

searches for the book. From the report issued by the person doing this work

the following is learned:

Number of Replacement

copies ordered
1

Number of Copies Withdrawn2

Total number of copies

Oct-Jun Jul-Jun Jul-Mar
1973-74. 1974-75 1975-76

928 1,369 1,338

355 391 438

1,283 1,760 1,776

Estimated loss in dollais3 $25,660 $45,200 $35,520

The opinions of individuals who work within and outside of the Circula-

tion Department vary a great deal as to level of losses of materials due to

theft from the ks. All agree that there is a'need for evidence as



c.

to the level of loss so plans regarding the security of materials can take place

on an informed basis. Therefore, a study to assess'the level of loss of Lib-

rary materials from the main stacks of the Doe Library is called for at this time.

Methodology:

To do an inventory (sample or total) of this collection with the precision

.required in assessing the level of loss is very difficult because the exact

size of the collection is not known. A study
4
was done four

>
years ago which

assessed the size of the collection as to the number of physical volumes held

by the Circulation Department. This study, however, dil not note which volumes

were missing or, for that matter, if any volumes were missing. These data as

to the size of the collection (in volumes) could be used with the Catalog Depart-

ment's data on the estimated ,umber of cards filed into the main stack sheiflist

(over the past four years) to provide an approximation of the collection size.

These combined data 4.:uld then be used as an estimate of the collection size

for the main stack collection.

In light of the lack of precision in the measurement of the collection size,

three different studies are proposed. These studies are independent of each

other but are put forwed here as a group because they should provide the most

useful information at the leatt cost on the subject of book losses from the main

stack collection.

The first study proposed is a complete inventory of the "D" (History) class

of materials. This section of the collection is suggested because it is-held only

by the Circulation Department and it is a class of materials which seem to re-

ceive an average or above average lev l'of use and therefore the findings may be
-4

generalized. The size of this subcollection is estimated to be between225,000

and 250,000 volumes. The cost of the Inventory would be between $15,750 and

$17,500 if the inventory was done at an average rate of 50 volumes per hour

with a wage scale of $3.50 per hour for the total man hours of the project.

1
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It should be noted that as a direct result of the inventory an addition'al

work load would be put upon the Catalog Department. This work load would be

in the form of updating the shelflist records to reflect the findings of the

-problems during the course of the inventory (such as - call numbers on cards

and books not agreeing). No estimate of the size of additional work load is

given but one might expect that at least 3%.to 5% of the records (6,750-12,500)

would require some attention.

The second proposed study is a two-stage volume count of the total holding

with the Circulation Department. The first stage of this study would be to

determine the number of volumes currently held by the Circulation Department.

The methodologymethodology would be basically the same as that used in the 1972 study

(see note 4). The method ' uld be to count the volumes on the shelves, checked

out and in storage. The econd stage would be to record the number of volumes
and withdrawn f

added to/the collection o er the.next fiscal year. The final stage would be

to repeat the first stag and assess the'difference between the two counts.

The cost for this study is estimated to be between.$2,800 and $3,500..
i

The assumption is that ft will take between 400 and 500 hours to do stages one

and three and that the /average pay would to $340 per hour: It is also assumed

that stage two would Iroabsorbed by the normal processing of materials for the

Circulation Departmenr the counting of the new volumes added to the Circulation
/

Department and those/volumes withdrawdrould be assimilated into the.work loads

of the Catalog Dep nt and/or the Circulation Department.

The third study proposed is a sample inventory of materials added to the

/

collection during a set period of time. It is believed that the sample drawn

and used by the,Institute of Library Research in doing.their planning study.

for UCUCS-25 cduld be used for this proposed sample inventory: The sample drawn
N.*

has been given limited examination by the authOrt,of this proposal. .Based upon

this examination a brief statistical check is recdmmended to assure that the

-51- 64
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part of the sample which is of Circulation Department materials is representative

of the main stack collection. The sample drawn for-the Institute's study was

taken from the population of all catalog cards sent to the Institute from the

General Library as well as the Law Library. This sample may not be representa-

tive of the items placed in the Circulation Department during this. time Period.

The cost of this third study is estimated to be between $1.500 and $2.000

using the sample drawn by the Institute. The information found would be at the

confidence level of 95% and at the confidence interval of 3%.04efithe sample

drawn by the Institute 'should prove not to be representative then the cost of

this study would just about double ($3,000 to $4,000) but the results would be

at a higher precision level (confidence level 95% with a confidence interval

of 2%).

Budget: -
The cost estimates of the three proposed studies are listed below:

Study 1

Study 2

Study 3

$15,750' $17,500

2,800 3,500

1,500 2,000
or 3,000 4,000

T OTAL $20,050 $23,000
or 21,550 or 25,000

The costs for the design, management, and reporting of the findings are

not part of these estimates. These costs are assumed to be absorbed by the

management personnel in the Circulation Department and the personnel assigned

to work on the project from the Library Systems Office.

Expected Information Results:

The expected informational results of the three proposed studies are out-

lined below:

- 52-
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Study 1: The total number of volumes missing from the subcollection

studied (History - non-U.S.). Excellent cost estimates on making a complete

inventory of the total main stack collection. Some information or the type

and frequency of errors made in the main stack shelflist.

Study 2: The number of volumes lost over a period of one year. It is

noted that some of the books stolen the year or years before would be returned

during the year of the study but it is also assumed that additional volumes

will be stolen, thus, the level of loss should stay som4what the same if the .

loss rate,is the same. Excellent cost estimates on making this type of study

again and/or in the branch libraries would be learned.

Study 3: An estimate of the number of volumes stolen from the collection

that were added during the years 1968 and 1972 could be learned. A good cost

estimate on performing a sample inventory of the toal main stack collection

could be made by the data collected during this study.

Areas for Additional Study and/or Management Decisions:

Determination of what to do with the findings once they are made by these

studies or, what could the Library do if the theft level to be unacceptable?

A plan of action?

-53-
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Footnotes:

'These are the books which were reordered by the Acquisition Department.
often proof was established that the books were missing and a selector made the
decision to replace the items.

2
Proof was established that these books were missing but the selectors

did not request that the book be replaced at this time.

3
An estimate of $20.00 per copy has been used to place a dollar value on

these losses. The cost of processing is not part of this estimate.

4
Current Holdings in the Loan Department. Second Edition - August 1972.

General Library, University of California, Berkeley.

5
Bourne, Charles P. Planninq for the Conversion of UCUCS-2 Catalog Card

Records Into Machine Readable Form. Berkeley, California: Institute of
Library Research, January, 1976.

40,
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Appendix C

MAT CODE 5004 SPSS SYSTEM TArE. FORM'

Sot up in 3 aubfilco: tl.R, SONE, STWO

Variable Name
Variable Descri2tion and Code

TITLENUM
Identifying number foi each title

.

LCLETTR

LCCLASS

p

First two LC Letters of call number
(numbers in case of Rowells)

LC Classification by following code:

1 A

2 B

3 C

4 D .

S E - F

6 C

7 H

8' -3

9 K

10 L

11 N

12 P

13 Q

14 S

15 T

16 - V

17 R- Z, 4-
4 28 308t

49 ..-Rowell 600 and

20 Rowell 800's

21 ...Rowell 900's



Variable Name
(7

PUBDATE

YEARSIJC

c.

9

_Variable. Description and Code

' Publication dates trouped in 20 year
blo#s by the follawing code:

.1 = 1592 -1615

2 = 1616 - 1635

3 = 1636- .,1655

4 = 1656. - 1675

5 = 1676 - 1695

6 = 1696"- 1715

7 .= 1716 - 1735

8 = 1736.- 1755

9 = 1756 - 1775

10 = 1776 - 1795

11' = 1796 - 1815

12 = 1816.7 1835

13 = 1836 18.55

14 = 1856 18.75

15 = 1876- - 1895

16 = .1896 1915

17 = 1916 1935

18 = 1936 - 1955

19 = 1956-- 1976

1?issing value:

0 = Serials (also where no datat all given)

Number of years in UC cellection\
(exact" valud)

Missing Values:

0 = Serials

998 = 1913, -'1955 publication
(Accession. numbers 2204000 rougli:Rs Series)

999' - 1956 to present (3 digit accession
numbers now Use)

MANOGRAF Type of publication,

0 .= Monograph

2 = -Serial

69
yr,



Variable .Name:

PHYSVOr

ENGLIS.H

MISSHELF

1

STACKS

CHARGE

ICLFN

MISSING'

TIMELAG

II

Variable Description and Code

Numberof physical volumes searched
for per title (exact value)

Missing value:,,

999 = Unbound

In English or foreign language?

0 = Non-English

1 = English

-Number of misshelved.voiumes found on
full'allelf (exact value)

411 Missing values:

98 = Richmond block 'storage

99 =.Unboundtheses

Number of volumes per title found on
;shelves, including shift shelves
(exact value)

NumberOf volumes per title found in
charge file, daily activities file,
old, faculty charge file (exact- value)

Number of volumes per title stored'in
Richmond.(exactiralue)

Number of volumes per title found-Non
trucks, 4th tier sorting area, hold
shelf, bind6ry shelf (exact value)

..

C

of volumes per title NOT found
value)

- Number of- years from publication date
to arrival in UC Collection, computed
by:

Timelag = (976 - Pubdate) ears ,UC

Missing value:

- 1 = Insufficient data

Last 3 numbers of publication date

Missing values:

0 = Serials (also where no date at all
given)
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